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Co. v. Kalama River Lumber Co. (1906) 42 Wash. 620, 85 Pac. 338. So even 
in the state of the instant case. Ullsperger v. Meyer (1905) 217 111. 262, 75 
N. E. 482. And married women, and infants upon reaching majority, may have 
specific performance, although equity would not so have aided the other party. 
Fennelly v. Anderson (1851) 1 Ir. Ch. 706, and Mullens v. Big Creek Gap Coal 
Co. (1895, Tenn. Ch. App.) 35 S. W. 439 (married women) ; Clayton v. Ash- 
down (1714) 9 Vin. Abr. 393 (infant). And where the plaintiff, although not 
specifically compellable, has already in fact fulfilled his obligation, equity will 
grant him specific relief. Topeka Water Supply Co. v. Root (1895) 56 Kan. 
187, 42 Pac. 715 (personal services exchanged for land). Similarly one whose 
own faulty title precludes him from specific performance may yet be compelled 
to convey. See Jasper v. Wilson (1908) 14 N. Mex. 482, 492, 94 Pac. 951. And 
so with one who has agreed to loan on an insurance policy, although he could 
not have forced the other party to borrow. See (1918) 27 Yale Law Journal, 
1083. The decisive factor is the condition of the defendant after the decree; 
in the last case suit on the debt at law is in effect specific enforcement of repay- 
ment. Nor should it be of consequence that the plaintiff had by the contract 
a power and privilege— i. e., "option"— to terminate his obligation; and this 
view the Supreme Court has recently adopted. Guffey v. Smith (1914) 237 
U. S. 101, 35 Sup. Ct. 526. If the defendant secures or has assurances of 
securing every thing for which he contracted, he has in fairness no ground for 
objection. Hence equity, in England and many of our states, enforces his 
obligation. Lumley v. Wagner (1852, Eng. Ch.) 1 De G. M. & G. 60; Zelleken 
v. Lynch (1909) 80 Kan. 764, 104 Pac. 563. So in the principal case, although 
neither R nor L had specific remedy against the plaintiffs, each seems amply 
protected. To obtain relief against R under the assignment or against L on 
his contract, the plaintiffs must tender performance of every condition prece- 
dent bargained for. In refusing relief the court mechanically follows the old 
formula of mutuality as given in Fry, Specific Performance (4th ed., 1903) 203, 
obscure though it is in principle, and artificial in extent. While it is still 
impossible to determine the arithmetical weight of authority, it is believed that 
the tendency toward casting aside this formula is fast gaining way. See Com- 
ment, supra; Pucini v. Bumgarner (1918, Okla.) 175 Pac. 537. 

Suretyship — Subrogation of Creditor to Indemnity Bond Given to Surety 
by a Stranger.— The plaintiff, having sued as creditor of W, attached certain 
chattels. To dissolve the attachment W filed a surety bond signed by the 
Illinois Surety Company. This surety company first obtained a bond of 
indemnity from the defendant. Later the surety company became insolvent, and 
the plaintiff claimed to be subrogated to its rights against the defendant, 
created by the indemnity bond. Held, that the plaintiff was not entitled to 
subrogation. Dinsmore v. Sachs (1919, Md.) 105 Atl. 524. 

There are many cases holding that a creditor is subrogated to the rights of 
his surety with respect to securities given to the surety by the principal debtor. 
Maure v. Harrison (1692) 1 Eq. Cas. Abr. 93, pi. 5; Ames, Cases on Surety- 
ship, 620, and note. There are some limitations on this rule. See Jones v. 
Quinnipiack Bank (i860) 29 Conn. 25. There are two theories on which the 
creditor's foregoing right of subrogation is based. (1) The surety is fre- 
quently said to hold the security as a trust fund for payment of the creditor's 
claim against the principal debtor. Moses v. Murgatroyd (1814, N. Y.) 1 
Johns. Ch. 119. This theory is not always approved, even where the securities 
in question were deposited by the principal debtor himself. It is certainly not 
applicable in a case like the present where the securities are deposited by a 
stranger solely for the purpose of indemnifying the surety. Hampton v. 
Phipps (1882) 108 U. S. 260; Hasbrouck v. Carr (1914) 19 N. Mex. 586, 145 
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Pac 133. (2) The second theory is that the surety holds the securities in order 
to be sure of exoneration (and not merely reimbursement), and the best way to 
secure this is to let him assign the securities to the creditor, or to let the 
creditor himself collect by direct action. This theory is not generally adopted, 
but if it is sound it would apply in the present case. No fund was deposited 
by the defendant with the surety company, as a trust fund, nor was the defend- 
ant's promise made to the surety company as trustee. Nevertheless, if the 
defendant's promise to the surety company was to save it harmless, to exonerate 
and not merely to reimburse, then the performance of the promise involves a 
payment directly to the creditor. The creditor might well be regarded as a 
third-party beneficiary. Complete exoneration of the surety company requires 
full settlement with the creditor, the fact that the surety company is insolvent 
being immaterial in this respect. This would perhaps be otherwise if the 
surety company has been totally dissolved. See Hasbrouck v. Carr, supra. On 
this theory, the rights of both the surety company and the creditor will be fully 
vindicated by action in the creditor's name against the defendant, without refer- 
ence to the complexities of subrogation. To this action the surety company 
should be made a party. 

Torts — Injury Caused by Fright — Damages. — The defendant's chimpanzee 
escaped, entered the plaintiff's house and attacked her children. The plaintiff 
drove the animal away but became hysterical and ill because of fear for her 
own and children's safety. She sued the owner of the animal for the injuries 
caused by the fright. Held, that the plaintiff could recover. Lindley v. Knowl- 
ton (1918, Cal.) 176 Pac. 140. 

No recovery can be had for pure fear not resulting in bodily effects. Chittick 
v. Phila. Rapid Transit Co. (1909) 224 Pa. 13, 73 Atl. 4; Reed v. Ford (1008) 
33 Ky. L. Rep. 1029, 112 S. W. 600, 19 L. R. A. (N. S.) 255. Nor where the 
fear is wholly for the safety of a third person. Sanderson v. Northern Pacific 
Ry. (1902) 88 Minn. 162, 92 N. W. 542. By the weight of authority, fear for 
one's self which is followed by bodily suffering is ground for the recovery of 
damages. McGee v. Vanover (1912) 148 Ky. 737, 147 S. W. 742; Samarra v. 
Allegheny Valley St. Ry. (1913) 238 Pa. 468, 86 Atl. 287; Denver R. Co. v. 
Roller (1900, C. C. A. 9th) 100 Fed. 738; contra, Mitchell v. Rochester (1896) 
151 N. Y. 107, 45 N. E. 354. Also fear may be considered as an operative 
element and affect the amount of damages when it results either from or in 
physical suffering, or produces a visible injury to the nervous system. Watson 
v. Augusta B. Co. (1903) 124 Ga. 121, 1 L. R. A. (N. S.) 1178, no Am. St. 157; 
Conley v. United Drug Co. (1914) 218 Mass. 238, 105 N. E. 975. On remote- 
ness of mental anguish as barring recovery, see (1916) 25 Yale Law Journal, 
243; on mental suffering for desecration of the dead, see (1916) 28 ibid. 508, 
and Current Decisions, infra, sub tit. Torts. 

Torts — Labor Unions — Bannering and Strike — "Right to Work in One's 
Own Business." — The constitution of the defendant union excluded all theatre 
owners. The plaintiff, a theatre owner, insisted upon operating his own moving 
picture machines part of the time, to save expense. To force him to employ 
union men to do this work the union men ceased to work for him and the 
defendant union published in the official labor paper that the plaintiff was 
"unfair," and caused a banner bearing that message to be paraded in front 
of the theatre. The plaintiff, whose business fell off in consequence, applied 
for an injunction pendente lite. It was refused and the plaintiff appealed. 
Held, that the desire to force the plaintiff to replace his own services in his 
own business with those of the defendant's members was not such a motive as 
justified the defendant's acts injuring the plaintiff's business; but that the 



